The generic synonyms of Taumacera Thunberg, 1814 are revised.
Introduction
The genus Taumacera was proposed by THUNBERG (1814) for Taumacera deusta Thunberg, 1814, described from 'Goda-Hopps Udden' (= Caput Bonae Spei, todayʼs Western Cape Province of the Republic of South Africa). It is well known that the type localities of many species described by Thunberg are incorrect or not well defi ned and that subsequent authors misapplied them (e.g., POPE 1987 , BEZDĚK 2016 , SCHÖLLER & BEZDĚK 2018 . One such case involves Taumacera deusta, which was undoubtedly collected by Thunberg during his two visits to Java in the years 1775 and 1777 (THUNBERG 1795 (THUNBERG , 1796 . This mistake was detected by WEISE (1922) , who also proposed the synonymy of Nacrea apicipennis Baly, 1886 with Taumacera deusta.
Many species with an expanded antennomere III were described during the second half of the 19 th century by BALY (1879a, 1886a) and JACOBY (1881, 1886, 1891, 1896a, 1899) and placed in the newly established genera Neocharis Jacoby, 1881, Nacrea Baly, 1886 and Metellus Jacoby, 1886. These genera were synonymized by JACOBY (1891, 1899) , WEISE (1913) and BRYANT (1923) . WEISE (1924) listed Neocharis, Nacrea and Metellus as synonyms of Taumacera, which was characterised by the presence of an expanded antennomere III in males. Additional species with differently modifi ed antennae were described in the genera Doridea Baly, 1864 and Platyxantha Baly, 1864 (e.g., ALLARD 1889b BALY 1864; DUVIVIER 1884; JACOBY 1884b JACOBY , 1887a JACOBY , 1889 JACOBY , 1891 JACOBY , 1895a JACOBY , 1896a JACOBY , 1899 . These two genera were synonymized by WEISE (1922) , who selected Platyxantha as the valid name. REID (1999) revised the generic concept of Taumacera, proposed Doridea, Platyxantha and Platyxanthoides Laboissière, 1933 as its synonyms, and established the Taumacera deusta species-group for species with an expanded antennomere III. During the last 25 years, additional new species of Taumacera were described by MEDVEDEV (2008) , MEDVEDEV & ROMANTSOV (2013) , MOHAMEDSAID (1993 MOHAMEDSAID ( , 1994 MOHAMEDSAID ( , 1998b MOHAMEDSAID ( , 2001a MOHAMEDSAID ( ,b, 2002 MOHAMEDSAID ( , 2010a and REID (1999 REID ( , 2001 . Several previously named species were also transferred to Taumacera from other genera (e.g., MOHAMEDSAID 2004 , MOHAMEDSAID & CONSTANT 2007 , or they were synonymized (REID 1998) .
The relatively stabilized defi nition of Taumacera was disrupted by erroneous confusion with Cerophysa, as GRE SSITT & KIMOTO (1963) used Cerophysa as a subgenus of Taumacera, which rendered the defi nition and the nomenclature of the genus chaotic. This concept can be found in various subsequent papers by MEDVEDEV & SPRECHER--UEBERSAX (1998), KIMOTO & TAKIZAWA (1972) , KIMOTO (2004) , etc. Sometimes, Cerophysa was even treated as a strict synonym of Taumacera (e.g., KIMOTO 1989 KIMOTO , 1990 KIMOTO , 2005 MEDVEDEV 2002 ). However, MOHAMEDSAID (1993) separated Cerophysa from Taumacera and was also the fi rst to introduce the metasternal process as an important character to distinguish both genera.
The present paper revises the generic concept of Taumacera base d on the examination of the type specimens as much as possible. The structure of male antennae, previously used as an important character at the generic level, is shown to be a highly variable sexual character without any impact on the generic defi nition of Taumacera. The primary type material of most of the Taumacera species was examined, which led to some taxonomical changes described below. During the examination of extensive material from various institutions and collections, about 20 new species of Taumacera were discovered. However, their descriptions will be published in following articles.
Material and methods
Photographs of specimens were taken with a Canon EOS 550D digital camera with a Canon MP-E 65 mm lens. Images of the same objects at different focal planes were combined using Helicon Focus 5.1.3 software.
The examined material is housed in the following collections:
Females. Antennae slender, unmodifi ed. Tibiae always without tibial spurs. Posterior margin of last ventrite regularly rounded, without incisions. Spermatheca with C-shaped cornu and well developed bulbus (Fig. 11 ). Gonocoxae with split apex, apical part with several long setae, base bifurcate ( Fig. 10) . Sternite VIII suboval, with setae cummulated in apical part, tignum thin circa 2-3 times as long as sternite VIII (Fig. 10) .
Differential diagnosis. Taumacera is close to Palpoxena Baly, 1861, and both genera can be treated as sister-genera (REID 1999) . They share the closed anterior coxal cavities, meso-and metatibia without an apical spine (some Taumacera have a spine on subapical lobe on metatibia), and a similar structure of the aedeagus. Female genitalia of Palpoxena and Taumacera are very similar, but they were studied only in a limited number of species.
Palpoxena itself is in need of revision. The characters presented here are valid for the Palpoxena laeta-group, in which the type species P. laeta Baly, 1861 (Figs 2, 6-7, 13-15) belongs. The best character for separating the two genera seems to be the presence (Taumacera) or absence (Palpoxena) of a metasternal process in males. Males of Palpoxena always have fi liform antennae, never with expanded or ridged antennomeres, while the antennomeres in males of Taumacera are often expanded, sometimes with a visible ridge (if slender, they are relatively robust, never fi liform). Antennomere III is extremely long in Palpoxena, ca. 5.0-7.5 times as long as II and about 5.0-7.0 times as long as wide, while being more robust in Taumacera (ca. 3.5-6.0 time as long as II and about 2.5-5.0 times as long as wide). Palpoxena species have the frontal tubercles reduced to a very narrow, bent keel, and sometimes nearly absent, while the frontal tubercles in Taumacera are well developed. An excavated or modifi ed frontoclypeus is typical for many Palpoxena males, while the head in Taumacera males is usually without such modifi cations (with some exceptions, e.g., the T. indica or the T. nasuta species-groups). Greatly expanded maxillary palps, previously used for separating both genera, are known only in the Palpoxena laeta-group, not in all Palpoxena species.
In past decades, Taumacera was often confused with Cerophy sa. The differences between the two genera were already published by MOHAMEDSAID (1993) and REID (1999) . Here, I expound on the differencies as follows (Taumacera fi rst): posterior margin of procoxal cavities closed (open in Cerophysa); males with metasternal process (without process in Cerophysa); pronotum more fl at, with well-developed and visible lateral and posterior borders (pronotum more convex, with very thin lateral and posterior borders; lateral borders often not visible from above); unmodifi ed antennomeres longer, ca. 2.5-5.0 times as long as wide (shorter, 0.7-2.0 times as long as wide in Cerophysa); last visible ventrite with two deep narrow incisions on posterior margin (last visible ventrite with entire posterior margin in males of Cerophysa); aedeagus fl atenned apically, with longitudinal ventral groove distinctly narrowed subapically and with split apex (aedeagus extremely narrow, with apex bent in Cerophysa). Female genitalia of Taumacera and Cerophysa are similar but should be studied on more extensive material. It is necessary to note that Cerophysa itself is also in need of revision as it is evidently comprised of several species-groups which should probably be classifi ed in other genera (BEZDĚK 2018) . The abovementioned characters refer to the type species Cerophysa nodicornis (Wiedemann, 1823) from Java (Figs 3, (8) (9) (16) (17) (18) .
Clarifi cations of proposed synonymies. Taumacera males display great variability in the shape of the antennae and head which are, however, nothing more than secondary characters of sexual dimorphism. As shown by REID (1999 REID ( , 2001 there is no justifi cation for maintaining genera based only on a single secondary sexual character. The examples of the variability in males are shown in Figs 19-30 for the antennae and in Figs 43-54 for the head. REID (1999) proposed the T. deusta species-group for species with an expanded antennomere III. Additional six species-groups are established in the present paper. However, some species are not classifi ed within any species-group for various reasons (unknown males, unclear identity etc.) . REID (1999) (2007) transferred Dorydea indica to Taumacera, but the generic synonymy was not solved in their paper. I studied the type specimens Dorydea indica as well as additional nonty pe specimens and the males have a well developed metasternal process ( Fig. 34 ), therefore, I concur with MO- HAMEDSAID & CONSTANT (2007) that Dorydea indica must be classifi ed in Taumacera. Consequently, Paraenidea is removed from synonymy with Palpoxena and is newly synonymized with Taumacera. MOHAMEDSAID (1997b) described the new genus and species Kinabalua antennata Mohamedsaid, 1997 from Sabah. The second species, K. musaamani, was added by MOHAMEDSAID (2010a). Kinabalua differs from Taumacera only in the structure of the antennae with dilated antennomeres VII and VIII, and a large sharp spine on antennomere VIII directed backwards ( Fig. 19 , see also photographs in MOHAMEDSAID 2010a). This character is treated as a sound modifi cation device (MOHAMEDSAID 2010b). All other characters are shared with Taumacera including the presence of metasternal process. As the structure of male antennae is a secondary sexual character, I here propose Kinabalua to be treated as a new synonym of Taumacera.
The genus Xenarthra Baly, 1861 was proposed for Xenarthra cervicornis Baly, 1861 from Sri Lanka. An additional three species, also from Sri Lanka, were added by JACOBY (1887a). Males of all species from Sri Lanka have long lateral branches on male antennom eres III-X or on a part of these antennomeres (65) (66) (68) (69) . The type specimens of all four Xenarthra species were examined and the males have a metasternal process. As the structure of male antennae is a secondary sexual character, I here propose Xenarthra be treated as a new synonym of Taumacera. Thunberg, 1814 (Bali) ; 2 -Palpoxena laeta Baly, 1861 ( Perak) ; 3 -Cerophys a nodicornis (Wiedemann, 1823) (Java). 4-5 -Taumacera deusta details. 4 -male antenna; 5 -aedeagus in dorsal and lateral views. 6-7 -Palpoxena laeta details. 6male antenna; 7 -aedeagus in dorsal and lateral views. 8-9 -Cerophysa nodicornis details. 8 -male antenna; 9 -aedeagus in dorsal and lateral views.
The genus Acroxena Baly, 1879 differs from Taumacera only in the strongly modifi ed head of males , which is also a secondary sexual character. All other important characters (the presence of a metasternal process, the structure of the antennae, pronotum and aedeagus, and metatibiae without an apical spine) are shared with Taumacera. The genus Neochrolea Jacoby, 1887 was never formally synonymized with Acroxena. However, the only species Neochrolea cavifrons Jacoby, 1887, was synony-mized with Aenidea facialis Baly, 1886 (now Acroxena) by BRYANT (1923) . Later on, MAULIK (1936) synonymized Neochrolea with Palpoxena which, with some doubts, was also followed by GRESSITT & KIMOTO (1963) . I examined all relevant type material and in sum I remove Neochrolea from the synonymy with Palpoxena and propose both Acroxena and Neochrolea as new synonyms of Taumacera.
The genus Azlania Mohamedsaid, 1996 has a flat metasternal lobe but is not treated in this study. Azlania comprises four species from Malaysia and Indonesia with A. costatipennis (Jacoby, 1896) as the type species. I examined the type specimens of A. costatipennis and they have a single apical spine on simple metatibiae, which separates Azlania from Taumacera and Palpoxena. The lack of additional material does not allow me to resolve the relation of Azlania to Taumacera. I can neither exclude future synonymy of both genera nor provide confi rmation of its validity. REID (1999) also speculated that Lasioxantha Kimoto, 1989 and Epaenidea Gressitt & Kimoto, 1963 might be junior synonyms of Taumacera, but due to insuffi cient descriptions he did not synonymize them formally. I examined paratypes of Lasioxantha fulva Kimoto, 1989 (the type species of Lasioxantha). The males do not have the metasternal process and the structure of aedeagus is also very different from that of Taumacera. Therefore, I can confi rm Lasioxantha as a distinct genus. The validity of Epaenidea needs further study as I only had the opportunity to study female paratypes of Epaenidea subvirida Gressitt & Kimoto, 1963 (the type species of Epaenidea). Epaenidea elegans Kimoto & Gressitt, 1966 from the Ryukyu Islands is surely not congeneric with Taumacera (male paratype examined). The third species, E. indochinensis Medvedev, 2004 , is here transferred to Taumacera based on study of the type material.
Defi nition of species-groups in Taumacera with updated check-list
The genus includes several species-groups defi ned predominantly by male antennal characters. Previously, only Taumacera deusta species-group was designated by REID (1999) , six additional groups are proposed here. For the check-list and diagnosis of species groups see Table 1 .
Commented list of studied taxa
Taumacera antennata (Mohamedsaid, 1997), comb. nov.
Taumacera cervicornis species-group
Antennomeres III-X (or part of these antennomeres) with long lateral branches (65) (66) (68) (69) . The group includes four species from Sri Lanka formerly classifi ed in the genus Xenarthra.
cervicornis Baly, 1861: 299 (Xenarthra) , comb. nov. Sri Lanka lewisi Jacoby, 1887a: 108 (Xenarthra), comb. nov.
Sri Lanka = hirtipennis Jacoby, 1887a: 113 (Aenidea), syn. nov. mirabilis Jacoby, 1887a: 107 (Xenarthra), comb. nov.
Sri Lanka unicolor Jacoby, 1887a: 109 (Xenarthra), comb. nov.
Sri Lanka
Taumacera deusta species-group
Antennomere III greatly expanded, sometimes also IV more or less modifi ed (4, (22) (23) (70) (71) (72) (73) (74) (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) (81) (82) (83) . Currently the group includes 20 species. (continues on the next page) elytra, respectively. However, the structure of the antennal spine is exactly the same as shown in MOHAMEDSAID (1997b MOHAMEDSAID ( , 2010a . 
Philippines (Luzon)
variabilis Jacoby, 1891: 64 (Platyxantha) Java Comments. The male syntype of Xenarthra cervicornis has the metasternal process therefore it is transferred to Taumacera. Comments. To date Platyxantha clypeata was classifi ed in Acroxena (MAULIK 1936 , WILCOX 1973 . Based on the presence of a metasternal process and strongly modifi ed head in the male syntype, I hereby transfer it to Taumacera and assign it to the T. nasuta species-group.
Taumacera constricta Mohamedsaid, 2002
Taumacera constricta Mohamedsaid, 2002: 218 Comments. All three specimens collected in Sumatra were erroneously labelled as cotypes of Metellus fulvicollis, which was described from Java. Comments. The species was unknown to subsequent specialists and was mentioned only in catalogues. WEISE (1924) listed it as Platyxantha (Haplotes) coxalis while WILCOX (1973) and KIMOTO (1990) classifi ed it in the genus Polexima.
In the BMNH I found two female syntypes of Platyxantha coxalis which do not correspond with Jacobyʼs description as he mentioned only males (JACOBY 1899). In my opinion, this discrepancy can be easily explained by the structure of antennae. Both females have slightly thickened apical antennomeres ( Fig. 96 ) which probably led Jacoby to treat them as males. Although the males are unknown to me I have no doubt that Platyxantha coxalis belongs to Taumacera based on habitus and the absence of tibial spurs.
Taumacera deusta Thunberg, 1814 (Figs 1, (4) (5) 32, 45, (71) (72) Comments. BALY (1879a, 1886a) published the descriptions of Oedicerus apicipennis and Nacrea apicipennis.
Only the holotype of Nacrea apicipennis is deposited in the BMNH (Fig. 72 ). Based on comparison of both Balyʼs descriptions I speculate that they refer to the same specimen as the texts in Latin are nearly the same and in both descriptions only one specimen with fi ve broken apical antennomeres is mentioned. Therefore the names are objective synonyms as BALY (1886a) Comments. Neocharis fulvicollis was described from Java. Three females from Soekaranda in Sumatra (ZMHB) collected by Dohrn (two of them dated 1894) and labelled as cotypes of 'Metellus fulvicollis' do not belong to the type series of Neocharis fulvicollis. In my opinion all three females are conspecifi c with Taumacera constricta Mohamedsaid, 2002 . REID (1998 synonymized Thaumacera drescheri with T. fulvicollis without examination of the type material. I examined two syntypes (females) of T. drescheri deposited in NHRS. In my opinion the specimens belong to two different species due to different colouration of elytra and neither is conspecifi c with T. fulvicollis. However, male(s) explicitely described in the original description agree fairly well with T. fulvicollis. Thus, for now I follow REID (1998) a nd treat T. drescheri as a synonym of T. fulvicollis until I have the oportunity to study male syntype(s). Comments. This species was described based on four females f rom Mentawai Islands (Fig. 74 ). REID (1999) did not classify T. fulvovirens in the T. deusta species-group because males were unknown to him. I found altogether four males with characteristically modifi ed antennae (Fig. 75 ) and accordingly I assign T. fulvovirens to the T. deusta species-group.
Taumacera indica (Jacoby, 1889) (Figs 27, 34, 53, MAULIK (1936) and WILCOX (1973) , in Platyxantha by KIMOTO (1989) , again in Palpoxena by REID (1999) and BEENEN (2010) , and fi nally in Taumacera by MOHAMEDSAID & CONSTANT (2007) . REID (1999) placed Dorydea indica to Palpoxena without any explanation, however, the study of relevant material undoubtedly showed it as a representative of Taumacera having a metasternal process. JACOBY (1889) described Dorydea indica from two localities in Burma, Teinzo and Thagata. I examined four male syntypes from Teinzo (one in BMNH, one in MCZ and two in MSNG) and one male syntype from Thagata (MSNG). The male from Thagata is not conspecifi c with the specimens from Teinzo therefore I designate here one male from Teinzo (BMNH, Fig. 91 ) as the lectotype. Also the specimens from Teinzo agree with the widely used concept of this species. The specimen from Thagata is a male of T. variceps.
Taumacera indica is a very variable species with regards to colouration of the elytra, underside, and legs. I examined the type specimens of Paraenidea azurea and P. azurea var. hoabinhia and I agree with KIMOTO (1989) who synonymized them with Taumacera indica.
MEDVEDEV (2015) described Palpoxena yunnana from Yunnan (Fig. 92 ) and compared it with Taumacera indica. Both taxa were differentiated by the colour of the antennae, metasternum, and legs; the curved antennomere IV; and the form of the head cavity. However, the coloration of the underside, legs, and antennae is very variable throughout the distributional area. The shape of antennomere IV and the head cavity are exactly the same as in the type specimens of Taumacera indica. Therefore I hereby synonymize Palpoxena yunnana with Taumacera indica.
Taumacera indicola nom. nov. (Figs 25, 35, 50, 60, 87) Comments. Aenidea hirtipennis was described from one female ( Fig. 67) Comments. The correct generic assignment of this species remains unclea r. JACOBY (1896a) described it from two specimens (according to a note mentioned in the same paper in the description of Platyxantha submetallica) and classifi ed it in Platyxantha which was fo llowed by WILCOX (1973) . Recently, REID (1999) transferred it to Taumacera without any comments. I examined both syntypes (females) deposited in the BMNH and MSNG. The BMNH syntype (Fig. 101) was studied in detail. It has closed posterior margins of the procoxal cavity and the metatibia without a spine. However, the legs are in bad condition and I cannot exclude that the spines were broken. The correct generic placement can be resolved only when a male specimen is discovered. Moreover, it cannot be excluded that Platyxantha multicostata and P. submetallica belong to a single species as they were collected in the same locality (Si-Rambé) and differ only in body length and paler colouration of the elytral disc in P. submetallica, as mentioned already by JACOBY (1896a).
Taumacera musaamani (Mohamedsaid, 2010) , comb. nov. (Figs 19, 38, 43, 55, 64) Comments. JACOBY (1884b) described this species from four specimens: 'There are now four specimens contained in the present collection which I take to represent two males, from Banka (v. d. Bossche), and two females, from Serdang (Hagen)'. He also mentioned some differences, particularly more the transverse pronotum in the two specimens from Serdang. I examined one syntype from Banka (RMNH, = Bangka Isl., Sumatra) and a photograph of the other one (MCZ). Undoubtedly, both syntypes from Banka are females. Thus the differences in the shape of the pronotum cannot be attributed to sexual dimorphism, but more probably they belong to different species. However, the two females from Serdang were not examined (probably they are deposited in the RMNH) thus I avoid to designate a lectotype and the species identity needs further study. Tentatively I did not place this species into any species group. Some specimens labelled as types can be found also in the MSNG and BMNH but cannot be treated as type specimens. Two females from MSNG refer to specimens published by JACOBY (1896a) as Dorydea nigripennis. It is not quite clear if the male from the BMNH labelled as 'type' refer to the male specimen mentioned in JACOBY (1896a) or to the series and drawing in JACOBY (1899). Another nontype male from Soekaranda (Dohrn leg.) mentioned in JACOBY (1899) is also deposited in BMNH. However, I am not sure if these males are conspecifi c with the females from the type series or not. Comments. Based on the presence of a metasternal process and the strongly modifi ed head in the male I here transfer Acroxena paradoxa to Taumacera.
Figs 64-73. Habitus of Taumacera. 64 -T. musaamani (Mohamedsaid, 2010) (male) ; 65 -T. cervicornis (Baly, 1861) (male); 66 -T. lewisi (Jacoby, 1887) (male); 67 -T . lewisi (female, holotype of Aenidea hirtipennis Jacoby, 1887); 68 -T. mirabilis (Jacoby, 1887) (male, holotype); 69 -T. unicolor (Jacoby, 1887) (male, holotype); 72 -T. costatipennis (Jacoby, 1896) (male, syntype); 71 -T. deusta Thunberg, 1814 (male, holotype) ; 72 -T. deusta (male, holotype of Nacrea apicipennis Baly, 1886) ; 73 -T. fulvicollis (Jacoby, 1881) (female, syntype).
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Figs 74-83. Habitus of Taumacera. 74 -T. fulvovirens (Laboissière 1929) (female, syntype); 75 -T. fulvovirens (male); 76 -T. laevipennis (Jacoby, 1886) (male); 77 -T. maculata (Baly, 1886) (male, syntype); 78 -T. midtibialis Mohamedsaid, 1998 (male) ; 79 -T. seminigra Reid, 1999 (male, syntype of Metellus nigripennis Jacoby, 1899); 80 -T. subapicalis Mohamedsaid, 1993 (male) ; 81 -T. sucki Weise, 1922 (male, holotype of T. martapurensis Mohamedsaid, 1998) ; 82 -T. tibialis Mohamedsaid, 1994 (male) ; 83 -T. uniformis (Jacoby, 1891) (male, syntype). (Mohamedsaid, 1998) (male); 86 -T. frontalis Mohamedsaid, 2001 (male) ; 87 -T. indicola nom. nov. (male); 88 -T. nigricornis (Baly, 1864) (male, syntype); 89 -T. rufomarginata (Jacoby, 1895) (male); 90 -T. rufomarginata (female, syntype); 91 -T. indica (Jacoby, 1889) (male, lectotype); 92 -T. indica (male, holotype of Palpoxena yunnana Medvedev, 2015) ; 93 -T. insularis (Gressitt & Kimoto, 1965 ) (female, paratype).
Taumacera philippina (Weise, 1913)
Nacrea philippina Weise, 1913: 230 (original Weise, 1922 (male, syntype of Dorydea costatipennis Jacoby, 1896); 98 -T. javanensis Jacoby, 1895 (male, syntype); 99 -T. kinabaluensis (Mohamedsaid, 1995) (male); 100 -T. monstrosa (Jacoby, 1899) (male); 101 -T. multicostata (Jacoby, 1896) (female, syntype); 102 -T. submetallica (Jacoby, 1896) (female, syntype); 103 -T. sumatrana (Jacoby, 1899) (mal e); 104 -T. variabilis (Jacoby, 1891) (male, syntype).
Taumacera rufomarginata (Jacoby, 1895) (Figs 39, 52, (89) (90) Platyxantha rufomarginata Jacoby Mts., 1  1  (USNM); 'Java', 1  (NMPC); 'West-Java', 1  (NMPC).
Comments. This species was described based on three females (JACOBY 1895a), two of which are deposited in the BMNH (Fig. 90) and one in the MCZ. In unidentifi ed material deposited in the USNM and NMPC I have found additional specimens including males. According to the structure of the male antennae (Figs 52, 89 ) Taumacera rufomarginata is classifi ed in the T. nigricornis speciesgroup. (Medvedev, 1992) Comments. JACOBY (1899) described Metellus nigripennis only from one locality, Soekaranda. Therefore the female specimen labelled as cotype in the ZMHB collected in Liangagas cannot be treated as part of the type series. Mohamedsaid, 1993 (Figs 23, 40, 57, 80) Taumacera subapicalis Mohamedsaid, 1993: 117 Taumacera submetallica (Jacoby, 1896), comb. nov.
Taumacera samoderzhenkovi

Taumacera subapicalis
( Fig. 102 Comments. JACOBY (1896a) described this species from two specimens and classi fi ed it in Platyxantha. This was followed by WEISE (1924) . For an unknown reason, WILCOX (1973) classifi ed it in Polexima which probably caused it to be omitted by REID (1999) . I examined both syntypes (females) deposited in the BMNH and MSNG. Because the assignment in Polexima is evidently wrong as it is an African genus, I tentatively transfer P. submetallica to Taumacera. However, the correct generic placement can only be resolved when a male is discovered. As mentioned already by JACOBY (1896a) Platyxantha multicostata and P. submetallica could belong to a single species as they were collected at the same locality (Si-Rambé) and differ only in the body length and paler colouration of the elytral disc in P. submetallica.
Taumacera sucki Weise, 1922 ( Fig. 81) Thaumacera sucki Weise, 1922: 84 (original Comments. The species was described in the genus Aenidea, which was later synonymized with Palpoxena and therefore recent authors classifi ed A. sumatrensis in Palpoxena (e.g., WILCOX 1973 , KIMOTO 1990 , MOHAMEDSAID 1995b , MOHAMEDSAID  FURTH 2011 . The examination of the type specimens showed that males have a metasternal process and therefore Aenidea sumatrensis is transferred to Taumacera.
Ozomena intermedia was described from an unknown number of specimens, presumably females as no male sexual characters were mentioned in the description (JACOBY 1899) . The comparison of the specimens (both males and females) of Aenidea sumatrensis and Ozomena intermedia showed no difference. The colouration of the female antennae is variable. In the darkest specimens (including the syntype of Ozomena intermedia) the antennomeres VIII-X are yellow while all remaining antennomeres are contrastingly black. Ozomena intermedia is proposed as a new synonym of Taumacera sumatrensis. (Duvivier, 1885) Comments. The number of specimens and sex was not specifi ed in the original description of Platyxantha suturalis. The Duvivier's collection in the ISNB contains only one female which well fi ts the description. Because there is no evidence about more specimens in the description I treat this specimen as the holotype.
Taumacera suturalis
Since the description of Platyxantha suturalis it was listed only in catalogues. While WEISE (1924) classifi ed it in Platyxantha (Haplotes), WILCOX (1973) and KIMOTO (1990) listed it in the genus Polexima. Both Haplotes and Polexima belong to the African fauna, Asian species previously listed in these genera were transferred elsewhere (often to Taumacera). Since only the female is known which considerably complicates the correct generic placement, I tentatively transfer Platyxantha suturalis to Taumacera based on the structure of the pronotum and antennae. However, the defi nite position can only be confi rmed when the male is discovered. Mohamedsaid, 1994 (Fig. 82) Taumacera tibialis Mohamedsaid, 1994: 169 (original Taumacera unicolor (Jacoby, 1887), comb. nov. Comments. The holotype (male) of Xenarthra unicolor has the metasternal process and therefore the species is transferred here to Taumacera. (Figs 28, 41, 54, 62, 94) Platyxanthoides variceps Laboissière, 1933: 71 (original Comments. MAULIK (1936) transferred this species to Palpoxena and this placement was followed in all subsequent catalogues (WILCOX 1973 , MEDVEDEV & SPRE-CHER-UEBERSAX 1999 , KIMOTO 2005 , BEENEN 2010 ). I have found two syntypes (male and female) in BMNH and since the male has the metasternal process I have no doubt to transfer Auchenia viridis to Taumacera. Mohamedsaid, 1998 Taumacera warisan Mohamedsaid, 1998b: 157 (original (Chûjô, 1964) . I did not examine the type material of Luperomorpha albomaculata, however, the original description is accompanied with a photograph of the holotype. The pronotum has a transverse depression and the specifi c structure of the antennae with short and robuster antennomeres as well as an expanded antennomere IV are characteristic of the genus Cerophysa. Therefore I remove Luperomorphella from synonymy with Taumacera and synonymize it with Cerophysa, thus I also propose a new combination Cerophysa albomaculata (Chûjô, 1964) (2015) included this species in Fleutiauxia again. Based on the original description, MAULIK (1933) described Platyxantha chinensis from 30 specimens and the type was supposed to be in the BMNH. There is a series of four specimens in the BMNH placed in the genus Fleutiauxia, however, none of the specimens bear Maulikʼs original identifi cation label. Because the label data and habitus of the specimens agree with the original description, I consider them as the original type series of Platyxantha chinensis (Fig. 105 ) and all must have status of syntype as no specimen is labelled as the type. The only discrepancy is between the collecting date on the labels (25.iv.1933) and the one given in the original description (23.iv.1933) . In my opinion this inconsistency can be easily explained by the pin hollows as each label was punctured in the position of the number 5 and at fi rst glance the number could be easily misinterpretad as 3.
Taumacera tibialis
Taumacera variceps (Laboissière 1933)
Taumacera warisan
Based on the open posterior margin of the procoxae I confi rm that YANG (1993) and YANG et al. (2015) correctly placed Platyxantha chinensis in Fleutiauxia. Moreover, study of a paratype of Fleutiauxia mutifrons Gressitt & Kimoto, 1963 (Fig. 106 ) clearly showed that both taxa are conspecifi c (both were described also from the same type locality: Hangchow). Thus, I synonymize Fleutiauxia mutifrons with F. chinensis.
Hoplosaenidea abdominalis (Jacoby, 1884) ( Fig. 107 Comments. Hoplosaenidea abdominalis was described by JACOBY (1884a) based on female specimens only, which was mentioned by JACOBY (1884b) when describing the males. The males are characterised by modifi ed metatibiae which are fl at and extended in the middle. I examined one of the female syntypes in the RMNH. The male specimen labelled as the type deposited in the MZC cannot be considered as a part of the type series as its label data refer to Serdang and thus belongs to the specimens published by JACOBY (1884b). Hoplosaenidea abdominalis i s a species (Maulik, 1933) ( male, syntype); 106 -F. chinensis (female, syntype of F. mutifrons Gressitt & Kimoto, 1963) ; 107 -Hoplosaenidea abdominalis (Jacoby, 188 4) (male, holotype of Platyxantha wallacei Jacoby, 1895); 108 -Hoplosaenidea dohertyi (Jacoby, 1894) (female, syntype); 109 -Hyphaenia balyi (Jacoby, 1895) (female, lectotype); 110 -Pseudoscelida nigrolimbata (Jacoby, 1899) (male, syntype); 111 -Metrioidea grandis (Allard, 1889) (male, syntype of Platyxantha robusta Jacoby, 1895); 112 -Theopella bodjoensis (Duvivier, 1885) (female, syntype of Platyxantha quadraticollis Jacoby, 1896). variable in colour as was already described by JACOBY (1892), having the elytra completely orange, completely black, or bicolorous with black basal and orange apical parts.
Platyxantha wallacei was completely overloo ked by all subsequent authors and thus missing in all catalogues and publications. I examined the holotype (male, Fig. 107 ) deposited in the BMNH and it has the same structure of hind legs as is visible on the photographs of the male used by JACOBY (1884b) for the description of males of Hoplosaenidea abdominalis. The only difference is in the colouration of the elytra. The holotype of Platyxantha wallacei has completely black elytra but this is only a colour aberration and thus I synonymize Platyxantha wallacei with Hoplosaenidea abdominalis. The female specimen deposited in the MCZ and labelled as a type cannot be considered part of the type series as JACOBY (1895b) explicitely described Platyxantha wallacei from a single male specimen. (Duvivier, 1884) Comments. DUVIVIER (1884) described this species based on one female from Manilla. Subsequent authors followed its classifi cation in Platyxantha (WILCOX 1973 , KIMOTO 1990 . REID (1999) transferred it to Taumacera. Based on the general appearence of the holotype and presence of a metafemoral spine, I transfer it to Hoplosaenidea.
Hoplosaenidea basalis
Hoplosaenidea dohertyi (Jacoby, 1894), comb. n ov. Comments. Platyxantha dohertyi was classifi ed in different genera by various authors. WILCOX (1973) catalogued it in Polexima, MOHAMEDSAID (1998a) transferred it to Hoplosaenidea based on examination of a syntype in the MCZ, and fi nally MOHAMEDSAID (2004) transferred it to Taumacera without any explanation. Based on the study of a female syntype deposited in the BMNH and a photograph of the male syntype from the MCZ, I fully concur with MOHAMEDSAID (2004) that Platyxantha dohertyi belongs to Hoplosaenidea. The reason why Mohamedsaid transferred it later to Taumacera is unknown to me. (Duvivier, 1884) Comments. DUVIVIER (1884) described this species based on one female from Borneo. Subsequent authors followed its classifi cation in Platyxantha (WILCOX 1973 , KIMOTO 1990 . REID (1999) transferred it to Taumacera. Based on the general appearence of the holotype and presence of a metafemoral spine, I transfer it to Hoplosaenidea.
Hoplosaenidea rubripennis
Hyphaenia balyi (Jacoby, 1895), comb. nov.
( Fig. 109 Comments. Platyxantha balyi is a species completely overlooked by all subsequent authors and thus missing in all catalogues and publications. It was described from Perak from an unspecifi ed number of specimens, however, Jacoby must have had at least two specimens as he mentioned length span. In the BMNH I have found two syntypes (females) belonging to two different species. One female is certainly Hyphaenia and is designated here as a lectotype (Fig. 109) . The other female is a representative of Hoplosaenidea but I am unable to assign it to any species at the moment. The lectotype is similar to Hyphaenia azlani Mohamedsaid, 1998 but I avoid synonymizing them without the study of type specimens.
Hyphaenia bicornuta (Medvedev, 2001) Comments. I examined only photographs of the holotype of Platyxantha costata. Based on the structure of the aedeagus with a bifurcate apex I tentatively transfer it to Hyphaenia, as was speculated by MEDVEDEV (2001) himself, however, further study is necessary to confi rm this placement.
Hyphaenia tibialis Medvedev & Romantsov, 2013
Hyphaenia tibialis Medvedev & Romantsov, 2013: colour plates 19-20 [valid name fi xed by First Reviser Act] Platyxantha thailandica Medvedev & Romantsov, 2013: 137 (abstract) , 138 (original description) [alternative original name supressed by First Reviser Act]
Comments. The description of this species contains two different names. While in the abstract and the description, the name Platyxantha thailandica was used, the colour photographs of the holotype habitus and aedeagus were provided with the name Hyphaenia tibialis. The holotype is deposited in the collection of Pavel Romantsov (St. Petersburg) who kindly checked that it has no metasternal process and no apical spine on the metatibia. In my opinion this species belongs to Hyphaenia. Because the original description contains two names for a single taxon I fi x the name Hyphaenia tibialis as the correct one based on the Art. 32.2.1 of the Code (ICZN 1999). (Laboissière, 1936) 
Hyphaenia tonkinensis
Discussion
Many African species decribed in the genera Platyxantha and Xenarthra are now, formally, classifi ed in Taumacera. REID (1999) listed 23 African species of Taumacera but pointed out that they probably belong to another genus/genera. I studied some type specimens of African species and I can confi rm that none of them have a metasternal process in the males. I concur with Reid that African species do not belong to Taumacera. Nearly the same can be said also for ca. 20 African representatives of Palpoxena, which are very probably not congeneric with Asiatic species of Palpoxena. It can be speculated that in the future African Taumacera and Palpoxena will be transferred to Polexima Weise, 1903 , Haplotes Weise, 1903 , Rohania Laboissière, 1921 and Spilocephalus Jacoby, 1888, or to some newly established genus/genera. At this time, the simple transfer of all African species to another genus is not possible and the whole group is badly in need of a comprehensive revision (Beenen, pers. comm. 2017) . In sum, for the purpose of the present study I left all African taxa aside.
